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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant' s arguments, dated 04 October 2004, have been 
fully considered. Applicant's arguments are based on the 
amendments to the claims, which have been entered after 
Applicant's filing of a Request for Continued Examination, dated 
01 December 2004. 

Examiner agrees that Applicant's amendments distinguish the 
claims over the previously cited prior art (US Patent 5,710,636 
to Curry and US Patent 5,884,014 to Huttenlocher) , However, 
additional art has been found which teaches the limitations of 
the claims as currently filed. A detailed discussion of the 
prior art rejections is given below. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 1-6 and 8-17 are objected to because of the 
following informalities: 

Claim 1, lines 7-8 and claim 10, lines 6-7 are not 
grammatically correct. Both claim 1, lines 7-8 and claim 10, 
lines 6-7 should be changed to ''wherein a configuration of 
pixels plotted in embedded areas is different from that in 
ordinary plotting areas." These alterations will correct the 
grammar and make the language consistent with the language on 
page 7, lines 15-16 of Applicant's arguments, dated 04 October 
2004. 

Claims 2-6 and 8-9 depend, either directly or indirectly, 
from claim 1 and are therefore also objected to. 

Claims 11-17 depend, either directly or indirectly, from 
claim 10 and are therefore also objected to. 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3- The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this 
title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reber (US Patent 6,138,151) in view of 
Bhattacharjya (US Patent 6,456,393 Bl) . 

Regarding claims 1 and 10: Reber discloses an image 
processing apparatus (figure 1 of Reber) comprising an input 
part (figure 1(44) of Reber) that inputs hyperdocument data 
(column 5, lines 21-28 of Reber) and coupling information 
(column 5, lines 11-13 of Reber) for specifying related 
information related to an image element constituting a document 
image (column 5, lines 14-17 of Reber); and an embedding part 
(figure 1(46) of Reber) that embeds the coupling information to 
be superimposed over at least part of the document (column 7, 
lines 13-17 of Reber) to form the document image of the 
hyperdocument data inputted by the input part (column 7, lines 
3-12 of Reber), wherein a configuration of pixels plotted in 
embedded areas is different from that in ordinary plotting areas 
(column 7, lines 16-19 of Reber) . Since the embedded coupling 
information is a printed code (column 5, lines 18-22 of Reber) 
that is to be read by a computer to obtain hyperdocument 
information (column 5, lines 25-29 and lines 38-40 of Reber) , 
the configuration of pixels plotted in embedded areas is 
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different from that in ordinary plotting areas (column 7, lines 
16-19 of Reber) . 

Reber does not disclose expressly that said coupling 
information is embedded over at least part of the image element, 

Bhattachar jya discloses embedding computer- readable 
information (figure 3(30) and column 3, lines 8-17 of 
Bhattachar jya) over at least part of an image element (figure 5 
(32) and column 3, lines 44-51 of Bhattacharjya) , 

Reber and Bhattacharjya are combinable because they are 
from the same field of endeavor, namely digital information 
embedding and encoding. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
embed the coupling information taught by Reber using the method 
taught by Bhattacharjya through which digital data is encoded 
directly and unobtrusively on associated text data. The 
computer- readable information taught by Bhattacharjya would be 
the coupling information taught by Reber. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to be able to embed said coupling data 
without affecting the document's appearance to a human reader 
(column 1, lines 58-63 of Bhattacharjya) . Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Bhattacharjya with Reber to obtain 
the invention as specified in claims 1 and 10. 

Further regarding claim 10: The apparatus of claim 1 
performs the method of claim 10. 

Further regarding claims 2 and 11; Bhattacharjya discloses 
that the document data contains appearance information (column 
3, lines 3-9 of Bhattacharjya) that defines the image formation 
positions of the image element on the document image (column 3, 
lines 8-9 of Bhattacharjya) , and embedding is performed based on 
the appearance information (column 3, lines 8-12 of 
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Bhattachar jya) . As discussed above in the arguments regarding 
claims 1 and 10, embedding is performed with the embedding part 
taught by Reber. 

Regarding claims 3 and 12: Reber discloses that the 
coupling information indicates a location of the related 
information (column 5, lines 21-29 of Reber) • 

Regarding claims 4 and 13: Reber discloses that the 
coupling information specifies information indicative of a 
location of the related information (column 5, lines 21-29 of 
Reber) . 

Regarding claims 5 and 14: Reber does not disclose 
expressly that the coupling information specifies the related 
information itself . 

Bhattachar jya discloses embedding the related information 
itself into the document data (column 3, lines 8-12 of 
Bhattacharjya) . 

Reber and Bhattacharjya are combinable because they are 
from the same field of endeavor, namely digital information 
embedding and encoding. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
embed the related information itself, as taught by 
Bhattacharjya. The suggestion for doing so would have been 
that, using the method taught by Bhattacharjya, one can embed 
data unobtrusively (column 1, lines 58-63 of Bhattacharjya) and 
thus one could simply embed the related information itself, as 
taught by Bhattacharjya, instead of only the location of the 
related information, as taught by Reber. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Bhattacharjya with Reber to obtain 
the invention as specified in claims 5 and 14. 
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Further regarding claims 6 and 15: Bhattachar jya discloses 
embedding the coupling information in a form or color in which 
the coupling information is difficult to identify visually 
(column 3, lines 12-17 and column 1, lines 58-63 of 
Bhattachar jya) . As discussed above in the arguments regarding 
claims 1 and 10, embedding is performed with the embedding part 
taught by Reber. 

Further regarding claims 8 and 16: Bhattachar jya discloses 
that the appearance information is based on logical information 
(column 3, lines 5-9 of Bhattachar jya) . Detecting text blocks 
clearly requires logical information upon which to base said 
detection . 

Regarding claims 9 and 17: Reber discloses an 
identification generator (figure 1(10) of Reber) that generates 
identification (column 3, lines 65-67 of Reber) and manages 
correspondences between the identification and the coupling 
information (column 5, lines 11-13 and lines 18-22 of Reber) . 

Regarding claim 7: Reber discloses an image forming medium 
(figure 1(12) of Reber) on which an image constituted by an 
image element is formed (column 3, lines 38-44 of Reber), 
wherein coupling information (column 5, lines 11-13 of Reber) 
from hyperdocument data (column 5, lines 25-2 9 of Reber) for 
specifying related information relating to the image element is 
embedded (column 7, lines 12-19 of Reber) . 

Reber does not disclose expressly that said coupling 
information is superimposed over at least part of the image 
element . 

Bhattacharjya discloses embedding computer-readable 
information (figure 3(30) and column 3, lines 8-17 of 
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Bhattacharjya) over at least part of an image element (figure 5 
(32) and column 3, lines 44-51 of Bhattacharjya) . 

Reber and Bhattacharjya are combinable because they are 
from the same field of endeavor, namely digital information 
embedding and encoding. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
embed the coupling information taught by Reber using the method 
taught by Bhattacharjya through which digital data is encoded 
directly and unobtrusively on associated text data. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to be able to embed said 
coupling data without affecting the document's appearance to a 
human reader (column 1, lines 58-63 of Bhattacharjya) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Bhattacharjya 
with Reber to obtain the invention as specified in claim 7, 

Regarding claim 18: Reber discloses an image processing 
apparatus (figure 1 of Reber) comprising an input part (figure 1 
(44) of Reber) that inputs hyperdocument data (column 5, lines 
21-28 of Reber) and coupling information (column 5, lines 11-13 
of Reber) for specifying related information related to an image 
element constituting a document image (column 5, lines 14-17 of 
Reber); and an embedding part (figure 1(46) of Reber) that 
embeds the coupling information to be superimposed over at least 
part of the document (column 7, lines 13-17 of Reber) to form 
the document image of the hyperdocument data inputted by the 
input part (column 7, lines 3-12 of Reber) . 

Reber does not disclose expressly that said coupling 
information is embedded over at least part of the image element; 
and that image concentration of the coupling information is 
changed depending on image concentration of an area which the 
coupling information is embedded. 
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Bhattacharjya discloses embedding computer- readable 
information (figure 3(30) and column 3, lines 8-17 of 
Bhattacharjya) over at least part of an image element (figure 5 
(32) and column 3, lines 44-51 of Bhattacharjya); and changing 
the image concentration of the computer-readable information 
depending on image concentration of an area in which the 
computer- readable information is embedded (column 3, lines 36-43 
of Bhattacharjya) , The image concentration of embedded 
computer- readable information depends upon how the concentration 
of text present and the precise manner in which the pixels 
comprising the text portion of the image are arranged (column 3, 
lines 36-43 of Bhattacharjya) . 

Reber and Bhattacharjya are combinable because they are 
from the same field of endeavor, namely digital information 
embedding and encoding. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
embed the coupling information taught by Reber using the method 
taught by Bhattacharjya through which digital data is encoded 
directly and unobtrusively on associated text data. The 
computer- readable information taught by Bhattacharjya would be 
the coupling information taught by Reber. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to be able to embed said coupling data 
without affecting the document's appearance to a human reader 
(column 1, lines 58-63 of Bhattacharjya) . Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Bhattacharjya with Reber to obtain 
the invention as specified in claim 18. 

Further regarding claims 19 and 20: Bhattacharjya 
discloses that computer-readable data encoding is performed by 
darkening a site and then not darkening a site (binary 1) or not 
darkening a site and then darkening a site (binary 0) (column 3, 
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lines 44-49 of Bhattachar jya) . The encoding processing is 
performed based on the assumption that the original text pixels 
are not at maximum darkness (column 3, lines 12-17 of 
Bhattachar jya) . Therefore, areas in which the image has a 
higher level of maximum darkness text pixels, less computer- 
readable data can be encoded. Likewise, areas in which the 
image has a lower level of maximum darkness text pixels, more 
computer- readable data can be encoded. Therefore, the image 
concentration of the computer- readable information, which 
corresponds to the coupling information taught by Reber, 
increases when the image concentration of the area is lower than 
a predetermined value, and the image concentration of the 
computer- readable information decreases when the image 
concentration of the area is higher than a predetermined value. 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Rodriguez et al . , US Patent 6,681,028 B2, 20 January 2004. 
This patent anticipates most or all of the claimed invention 
under 35 USC 102(e). This patent was filed approximately seven 
months before the foreign priority date of present application 
and claims priority of parts of the patent specification through 
a continuation-in-part filing. 

Kessenich et al . , US Patent 6,034,680, 07 March 2000. This 
patent teaches aspects of the claimed invention, such as data 
which relates a printed document to hyperdocument . 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to James A 
Thompson whose telephone number is 703-305-6329, The examiner 
can normally be reached on 8 : 30AM-5 : 0 0PM . 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, David K Moore can be 
reached on 703-308-7452. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 



James A. Thompson 

Examiner 
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04 March 2005 
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